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AGENDA

State of Wisconsin
Livestock FFacility Siting Review Board
Teleconterence Meeting
Friday, June 19, 2009
12 pm.to 1:15 p.m.

DATCP, Boardroom 106
2811 Agriculture Drive, Madison

Call to Order—Iim Holte, LFSRB Chair

. Open meeting notice
. Approval of agenda

Approval of December 19, 2008, meeting minutes
Election of officers
Reappointment of board members

Status of appeal on Larson Acres, Inc. v. Town of Mugnolia, Docket No. 07-L-01
circuit court decision— Cheryl Daniels, Board Attorney

Announcement to go into closed session—Jun Holte, LFSRB Chair
. Nature of business to be considered in closed session — brief by counsel
. Statutory exemption that allows closed session
—~  Wisconsin Statute 19.85(1)(g). conferring with legal counsel for the
governmental body who is rendering oral or written advice
concerning strategy to be adopted by the body with respect to
litigation in which 1t is involved

Motion to adjourn from open session and go into ¢losed session

Discuss first draft of brief in LFSRB appeal of circuit court decision in Larson Acres,
Ine. v. Town of Mugnolia case, Docket # 07-1-01

Motion to adjourn closed session and return to open session
Livestock siting annual report—Mike Murray, DATCP

Report on public comments on livestock siting law from May 13, 2009, ATCP Board
Meeting—Cheryl Daniels

Board schedule and future agenda items

. Remainig scheduled 2009 meetings—July 17, August 21, September 18,
QOctober 16, November 20, and December 18

. Future agenda items

Adjourn



DRAFT

DRAYFT MINUTES
LIVESTOCK FACILITY SITING REVIEW BOARD
TELECONFERENCE MEETING
December 19, 20G8
Boardroom 106, 2811 Agricultare Drive, Madison, W]

Chair Holte called the meeting to order at 12:03 p.m. Other LESRB members present by phone were
Andy Johnson, Bob Selk, Fran Byerly, Lee Engelbrecht, Bob Topel, and Jerry Gaska. A quorum was
present. DATCP staff present were Cheryl Daniels and Lori Price,

Call to order

Holte stated the meeting agenda was publicly noticed, as required, and then presented the agenda for
approval. Me noted that the agenda was amended and sent to the board members prior to today’s
meeting. Topel moved to approve the agenda, and Johnson seconded the motion. The motion
passed.

Holte presented the November 21, 2008, meeting minutes for approval. Johnson made a motion to
approve the mmultes as written, and Selk seconded the motion. The motion passed.

Van Dyke v. Racine County, Docket No. 08-L-02: Review and Approve Decision—.Jim Holte

Holte opened up this agenda item for discussion on any comments on the draft decision. Being none,
Topel made a motion for the LESRB to approve the decision as written. Bylerly seconded the
motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Danicls requested that each board member sign the signature page, cross out “draft’™ on the page.
mifial the correction, and send it back to her for inclusion into the order.

Larson Acres, Inc. v. Town of Magnolia, Docket No. 07-L-01, circuit court decision—Cheryl
Daniels

Daniels reported that the circuit court decision in this case was rendered on December 15™. She
explained the three standards of review (great weight, due weight, and de novo) the circuit court
judge could have used in this case. (Each standard gives the court a certain amount of deference to
the agency, with great weight giving the highest and de novo giving the lowest.} The board took the
position that this case should be reviewed using the due weight standard, giving the agency an
“intermediate level of deference.” The circuit court judge used the de novo (“anew”) standard for
review in this case with no deference to the agency. Prior to today’s meeting, Daniels spoke with
Bob Hunter, Legal Counsel for the LFSRB, about the judge’s decision. Hunter believes the board’s
position on standard {or review in this case is a strong one. Daniels went on to explain that the judge
sided with the plaintiffs on the permit conditions meeting the livestock siting law, and that the board
does not have the power to review the conditions in the permit. However, Hunter believes that
review of the conditions on the permit is in the purview of the LFSRB. The judge also listed issues
that were not essential to the review in this case, including the factual findings and the applicability
of NRCS 590 standard. Both the LFSRB and Larsen have until January 30™ to appeal this decision.
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The board members then discussed whether to appeal this case to a higher courl. They were not
comfortable leaving the judge’s decision “as is” because it challenges the board’s authority where it
would limif that authority to solely a “yes” or “no” decision on a permit appeal without allowing for
any modilication. The judge also decided that the neighbors within the two-mile radius of the facility
had no standing to appeal the board’s decision, which Daniels commented was incorrect.

Johnson then made a motion for the LFSRB to direct department staff to recommend appeal of this
case to DOJ. Gaska seconded the motion. Daniels explained that it would be up to DOJ to decide
whether the case is appeal worthy. If they decide it is not, then the board would have {o hire its own
attorney. 1f DOJ decides to appeal, the District 4 Court of Appeals will hear the case. 1f the case
should go as high as the State Supreme Court for appeal, the court will only take up the case “by
permission” meaning they have the decision whether to hear the case or not. Motion passed
unanimously.

Daniels will speak with Hunter on whether the board needs to meet with him in closed session to
outline parts of the decision that need to be challenged. Daniels clarified that once the appeal is filed,
there will be on automatic “stay™ on the judge’s order to keep the board’s order in place and it does
not implement the judge’s order until the court of appeals makes its decision.

Discussion of Changes to the Board Bylaws and Appendix—Cheryl Daniels

Daniels reported that she did not receive from board members any suggested changes to their bylaws
and appendix. There were no changes suggested at this meeting so the bylaws and appendix will
remain as wrilten.

Board Schedule and Future Agenda {tems

The board members reviewed and agreed upon the dates listed for the 2009 meetings. These dates
will be posted on the board’s webpage. Daniels stated that the only agenda item she might anticipate

for the future was a meeting with Hunter to discuss the appeal on the Larson case.

Daniels reported that in May of 2009, Selk’s and Gaska’s terms on the board will end. She will
notify the DATCP Secretary’s office of this fact for further consideration.

Adjourn
Johnson moved to adjourn the meeting, and Byerly seconded the motion. The motion passed. The

meeting ended at 12:54 p.m.

Respectfully submutted,

Bob Selk, Secretary Date

Recorder: LI
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Executive Summary

This annual report summarizes statewide activity during the third year of implementing the livestock
facility siting law (s. 93.90 Wis. Stats.) and rule (ch. ATCP 51 Wis. Admin. Code). To better convey
local implementation challenges, the Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
(DATCP) has supplemented this report with information gathered from a stakeholder survey of select
focal governments, farmers and consultants. The insight from stakeholders, combined with information
we routinely collect, largely reinforees the prevailing understanding of the law’s implementation.

This report is organized to better showease stakeholder perceptions, yet covers many of the same issues
addressed in previous reports. As discussed in the report’s first section, the siting law continues to work
according to key measures. The second section explains how local expectations impact key aspects of
implementation, from ordinance adoption to application reviews. The remaining sections examine the
following specific issues: application reviews, local challenges with standards, and coordination with
other regulatory requirements such as the Departinent of Natural Resources’ permit program for concen-
trated animal feeding operations (CAFO). As part of these sections, the report takes up decisions of the
Livestock Facility Siting Review Board (LFSRB), as well as the findings from a USDA Conservation
Innovation Grant on odor control.

The report sets out action items to address the concemns in each section. The full s¢t of recom-
mendations is summarized below:

»  Buiid on opportunities created by the Working Lands Initiative (WL1) and increased interest in pian-
ning and zoning to conduct outreach regarding the siting law requirements. Coordinate ordinance
reviews and outreach efforts with the WLI.

+ Conlinue 1o encourage reporting of local ordinance and permit actions to take advantage of
DATCP s upgraded data tracking, including a new interactive web site. Consider linking reporting
on siting activities with other DATCP reporting requirements, such as county land and water re-
source management plans,

¢ Develop effective approaches to work with local governments modifying or adopting zoning or ordi-
nances with siting provisions, particular in response to changes triggered by the WLE

s lmprove outreach efforts to build local capacity to better administer the law with a specific focus on
improving completeness determinations, and reducing inconsistencies in permit reviews. Plan state-
wide training and other efforts that target outreach to jurisdictions with high permitting activity.

¢ Respond to local governments requests for establishing compliance monitoring protocols.

e Develop a comprehensive Jist of recommendations for rule changes that reflect the most current
standards and research, in anticipation of fourth year review.

s Work with state and local official to promote efficiency and fairness to applicants, and better coordi-
nate reviews of applications related to siting, county manure storage ordinances and WPDES per-
mits.

s Prepare for critical fourth year program evaluation by working with ATCP Board to implement key
steps to successfutly assess program needs and develop appropriate responses,



The Law Works

By many measures, the siting law is working as
intended by the legislature. Ordinances are being
properly enacted, and 18§ permits were issued by
towns and counties since the last report. In these
matters, conflict remains the exception, and
permits are being issued based on compliance
willt the siting standards and &imelines (within
four months).

When local governments elect to adopt siting
ordinances they are following state requirements.
Since the last report, six new ordinantes were
reported to DATCP. While it appears that the
carly adoption phase is tapering off' (30 of 55
ordinances were adopted in the six months
following the law’s enactment), there is every
reason to believe that possible passage of the
Working Lands Initiative (W11} may alter this
trend. WLI requires municipalities to update
zoning ordinances, including conditional use
permit requirements for livestock operations.
Mandated DATCP review of ordinances for
compliance with the Working Lands Initiative
wouid ensure an opportunity for DATCP 1o
comment on local permit requirements for
livestock facilities.

QOver the past year, the number of permits issued
has more than doubled from 17 to 38. Not
surprisingly, the majority of permits (30 of 38} are
for dairy facilities. Approvals have also been
granted to a swine operation, three poultry
facilities and four mixed species facilities. While
no permit applications were denied, on appeal the
LFSRB reversed one local approval based on the

Siting Permits Issued
May 2006 to April 2009

2006 B 2007 0 2008 [3 2009

55 Ordinances
{21 Counties, 33 Towns and 1 City}

h

County Zoning B Town Zoning
3 County Licensing

@ City Zoning

O Town Licensing

failure to correctly apply the nutrient management
standard. Audrey YVan Dyke v. Racine Couniy,
Docket No. 08-1.-02 (all decisions are posted af
livestocksiting. wi.gov).

Local officials appreciate how the siting law
offers a one-stop, comprehensive regulatory
approach to on-farm manure management. The
state siting standards require farmers to
demaonstrate that they can safely handle and land
apply manure. The siting standards and process
provides fairer and more consistent measures than
the arbitrary decision making process once used
by local governments to permit facilities.

The law provides a structured mechanism for local
goveriments to interact with landowners and
provides a venue 1o manage controversy. Often,
unless a faciiity was over 1,000 animal units,
manutre storage and other permits were issued
without community involvement. The siting
permit opens the door for improved
communications and increased local involvement.
And an added benefit is that local officials can do
future planning with smaller farmers who may one
day apply for a siting permit.

As local governments gain experience
implementing the law, improved efficiencies are
being reatized. One third of the municipalities
with siting ordinances have exercised their
authority to review applications and grant permits.
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Of these, only eight have issued more than one
siting permit.

While 14 jurisdictions have authority to issue
permits for facilities under 500 animal units, none
have exercised that authority. As a result we have
avoided the challenges of regulating smatter
farmers: there is considerable burden to prepare
and process siting applications, including added
costs for farmers for engineering costs and the
51,000 permit fee, while the regulatory benefits
are limited (e.g. no nutrient management plans if
adequate land is available, county already requires
permit for manure storage).

Local governments are exploring alternate
planning and zoning slrategies to manage conflict
refated to large livestock facilities. DATCP
worked extensively with the Town of Lamartine
and their land use planners to develop multiple
agricultural zoning districts in a way that steers
larger operations into the most appropriate
locations while meeting the requirements of the
siting and farmiand preservation laws. The f{inal
town plan and ordinance await adoption.

While variance procedures may differ, our survey
confirmed that towns and counties are responding
to requests. Variances have been granied to reduce
setbacks from streams, property lines, roads, and a
ratlroad right-of-way. [n two cases, requests to
reduce sethacks for manure storage structures
were denied.

Whether the stakeholder was a farmer, consultant
or local government, the survey respondents

appreciated the quality of DATCP staff assistance
and materials. Local regulators frequently advise
producers to review information posted on the
department’s siting Website
(livestocksiting.wi.gov), and often provide
DATCP materials to l[andewners, Over the last
year the department revised fact sheets, updated
the Website and issued releases on reconciling
animal units and monitoring compliance. An
improved onlineg Web application is being
developed to display local siting requirements.
Staff presented the program at over a dozen
training sessions covering topics ranging from
land use to the technical aspects of complying
with the siting law. These included the Wisconsin
Towns Association land use workshops, the DNR
CAFQO workshops, and individual workgroups.
DATCP intends to build on this positive
perception.

Action item - Build on opportunitics created by
the Warking Lands Initiative (WL} and increased
interest in planning and zoning to conduct
outreach regarding the siting faw requirements.
Coordinate ordinance reviews and outreach efforts
with the WL

Action item - Continue to encourage reporting of
locat ordinance and permit actions to lake
advantage of DATCP’s upgraded data tracking,
including a new interactive web site. Consider
linking reporting on siting activities with other
DATCP reporting requirements, such as county
land and water resource management plans.

Description of stakeholder survey

In February and March, 2009, department staff con-
ducted interviews with immediate users of the law, in-
cluding municipalities, producers and consuitants with
experience reviewing or applying for siting permits. Lo-
cal individuals invelved in permitting 22 livestock facili-
ties provided direct feedback. Information was collected
about barriers to local implementation, ordinance ad-
ministration workload, challenges and successes, in ad-
dition to opinions of the siting standards, process and
rule. Qur stakeholder survey confirmed many views
commonly held about the siting law's implementation,
while adding new levels of insight. Comments expressed
in the respanses are included throughout the report. See




Local Expectations and Considerations
Still Matter

Implementation ol the siting law is driven by local
expectations and considerations, as our routine
government contacts and the stakeholder survey
confirmed. Although the law was intended to
create a uniform statewide regulatory system,
local perspectives influence actions ranging from
a decision to adept an ordinance to the steps used
to review an application.

There are & number of reasons why certain
counties and towns have consciously decided not
to adopt siting, including a lack of perceived
benefit, complexity or costs of administration, and
the desire to avoid controversy, Our stakehoider
survey included two counties that did not adopt
siting. Both pointed to extensive town zoning as
the reason why they deferred to the towns to act.
They also pointed to the desire to avoid
controversy and the availability of other
regulatory tools, such as the state agricultural
performance standards.

Local action is influenced by the perceived
impacts of the siting taw on local control. Felt
keenly by some local governments that exercised
broader zoning powers before 2006, the sense of
diminished control can result in aversion to
maodifying ordinances to incorporate siting. The
siting law restricts local power to deny a
conditional use permit based on discretionary
standards such as incompatibility with
surrounding land uses. The law also restricts the
ability 1o impose more siringent local standards
and setbacks without proving public health and
safety justifications. In contrast, local
governments that did not regulate livestock farms
with conditional use permits prior to 2006 have
different experiences. For them, the law created
new opportunities to regulate through the use of a
licensing ordinance.

Some local governments appreciate that the siting
law did not remove their control over the location
of different land uses, but has simply shifted the

focus to planning and zoning. Now land use
restrictions must be decided prior to conditional
use hearings, for example, using a consensus
based process to establish agricultural transition
zoning as a way to avoid problems in arcas where
urban and rural land uses meet.

Local expectations, capacity and expertise play a
critical role in how complex permit applications
are processed. At the most basic fevel, focal
governments along with consultants, producers
and the public all started at different spots on the
learning curve in terms of their understanding of
the siting taw. Towns in particular lack the same
resources and technical capacily as counties that
administer the jaw,

The Town of Magnolia is pressing a broad
interpretation of local authority to immpose more
stringent standards and enforce other state and
local vegulations within a siting permit. The 2007
LFSRE decision in Larson deres, Inc. v, Town of
Magnolia, Docket No. 07-1.-01, initially reversed
permit conditions imposed on a 1,500 animal unit
dairy by the Town of Magnotia. On appeat, the
Rock County Circuit Court (John Adams et al v.
State of Wisconsin Livestock Facilities Siting
Review Board, No. 2007CV001478) upheld the
conditions imposed by the Town of Magnolia.
The circuit court decision was appealed to the
Court of Appeals on Feb. 25, 2009, A verdict will
help clarify key issues.

During a permit hearing. public expectations and
misunderstandings about the siting law must be
dealt with. The public may focus on changing the
location of the farm or other matters beyond the
siting law’s scope including road damage,
groundwater quantity, traffic patterns, property
values, toxic air emissions, antibiotic use,
industrial agriculture and other apprehensions.
Based on unique resource concerns, there may be
pressure to impose higher standards than allowed
by the state standards. However, judging from the
tack of controversy involving most permit cases, it
is fair to say the there is an overall level of



acceptlance of the siting process. The interjection
of persenal bias is being replaced by appropriate

legal benchmarks contained in ATCP 31 and other

laws.

Action item - Develop effective approaches to
work with local governments modifying or
adopting zoning or ordinances with siting
provisions, particular in response Lo changes
triggered by the WLI

Permit Application Reviews

[n terms of local implementation, the most
tangible measure of success relales to the review
and approval of individual permit applications.
Applications require that iocal governments
commit stalf and resources to meet the rigorous
procedures and standards of the law, Fair and
efficient processing of applications is vital to

sroducers who are coordinating various aspects of

complicated expansions or new construction
projects. 1t is in this area that the stakeholder
survey proved very valuable,

For the most committed administrators,
processing & siting application can take up to 120
hours of staff time. Administering an ordinance
can involve pre-application meetings between the
local officials and the producer, review of
applications, public hearings, drafting permits and
public education. The bulk of the workload is
evaluating engineering and nutrient management
plans for compliance with the siting standards.
Processing siting permits has proved more
complex, requiring greater attention to
environmental standards, than processing manutre
storage, zoning and other local permits.
Coordinating work between different departments
complicates the process, for example
synchronizing technical review by land
conservation staff and public hearing components
organized by zoning staff, while stili meeting the
ATCP 51 timelines. Controversial projects require
extra effort.

Our survey identified a local governiment opinion
that the $1.,000 fee does not cover all their costs
for stafT and administration. This does not
necessarily trouble local officials, however, who

understand that siting provides supplementary
benefits that make it worthwhile, The fee is only
one part of the total permifting costs 1o producers.
The cost to develop a siting application exceed
those for manure storage and other jocal permits,
and are comparable to applying for a WPDES
permit { Wisconsin Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Permit). It is somewhat
difficult to separate a producer’s permitting costs
because the application fee is only a portion of the
total, and many of the expenses are incurred
regardless of the local regulatory requirements, for
instance engineering design costs. Producers are
learning painful lessons about the value of
advance planning and costs of submitting
incomplete applications. Local governments are
not acting on piccemeal submittals of paparworlk.
In the end, corrections and resubmissions result in
time delays and increased costs.

Important challenges surround the completeness
determination and {inal approval decisions.
Apptications are often incomplete when
submitted. Local officials cannot take a passive
role, and some actively assist producers to
develop complete applications. Other jocal
governments combine the completeness
determination and final compliance
determinations in a single review. In part, they are
motivated by & concern that a completeness
determination is in some sense final because the
law contains a presumption that a complete
application is in compliance with the siting
standards. As a result, officials ensure that designs
and plans meet the technical design requiremenis
with the hope that this will provide adequate
reassurances when the public hearing is held.

There are variafions in the way towns, counties
and agencies interpret and apply the siting
standards and procedures. These variations
involve different aspects of the application

el



procedures. For example, some jurisdictions agree
1o conceplual plans for future construction,
whereas others require final designs for
everything ever intended to be built. Based on
their technical sophistication or access Lo
assistance, local governments conduct much
different levels of review of applications. County
land conservation departments typically have the
capacity {o carefully review technical
requirements, whereas Towns do not. Whatever
the cause, this type of inconsistency is a sowurce of
frustration to consultants whe must make
adjustments to accommodate differing
requirements.

Two LFSRB decisions provide a stark example of

inconsistencies in administration. In both cases,
the issue involved whether the county applied the
proper standard for approving the applicant’s
nutrient management plan. Jn upholding
Crawford County’s permit, the board noted in
Ronald 8. Stadler v. Crawford County, Docket
No. 08-L-01, that the county imposed the correct
standard which required a plan to cover the
maximum number of animal units, but failed to
carefully document this fact in the record. In the
Racine County case cited earlier, the board
reversed the county approval because the nutrient
management plan failed to demonstrate adequate
acres to spread manure from the number of
animals authorized under the permit.

Confirmed in the survey, is the need to identify
the necessary actions for monitoring compliance
with permit conditions. As more permits are
issued, local governments will look at ways to
improve this aspect of program administration.
Consistent interpretation of the law will be
important in this area.

Action item — Improve outreach efforts to build
local capacity to better administer the law with a
specific focus on improving completeness
determinations, and reducing inconsistencies in
permit reviews, Plan statewide training and other

efforts that target outreach to jurisdictions with
high permitting activity.

Action item - Respond to local governments
requests for establishing compliance monitoring
protocols.

Challenges with the Siting Standards

Demonstrating compliance with nutrient
management standards remains the key challenge.
In most cases the odor standard is not an issue;
however; the CIG study findings may complicate
how odors are managed. It will be important ¢
keep the siting standards current as NRCS
technical standards are revised. Changes to these
NRCS standards should address some of the
concerns of consultants and local governments,

Nutrient management — Producers typically
prepare a full nutrient management plan prior to
seeking siting approval. Some officials accept the
cheeklist in Worksheet #3 without the eatire plan
it a producer has a history of consistently
submitiing annual or semi-annual plan updates for
compliance under another program. While the
level of review by local government varies, local
regulators typically try to assess the acres
available for fand application, land rentat
agreements, crop rotations, erosion rates and
spreading maps to get a sense of proper planning
for the expected number of animals,

Nutrient management is compiicated and the plans
are dynamic. Compounding this are divergent
views on the adequacy of the NRCS Standard 590
to protect surface and groundwater. Concerned
citizens are quick to seize on discrepancies to
attack plans. It is not surprising that two appeals
to the LFSRB, highlighted earlier in this report,
centered on the integrity of the nutrient
management plan.

Odor management — Producers are not
encountering significant difficulties achieving
passing scores or implementing practices. Of the
38 permits granted, a third of producers claimed



the exemption from the edor standard (new

facility less than 500 AU, expanding less than
1,000 AU, or no neighbors within 2,500 feet).
Only eight lfarms voluntarily recorded an odor

score. The remainder of permitted facilities
expanded above 1,000 AU and had to meet the
odor standard.

Odor has emerged as a primary concern in a few
limited instances, atthough in general the survey
confirmed the fact that odor is generalty not an
issue. There is frustration that medium sized
producers are not required to record odor scores
when neighbors are within certain distances or
high neighboring population densities exist. Local
governments are hesitant to defend the standard
knowing it does not eliminate odors. Potential
negative public health impacts from toxic air
emissions are somelimes commingled with odor
concerns by concerned neighbors.

Throughout 2008 DATCP partnered with the
DNR to conduct an odor and air emission control
study funded in part through a federal USDA
Conservation fnnovation Grant (C1G). One of the
primary goals of that study was to compare the
levels of odor predicted by the model used in that
standard to actual odor levels measured on farms.
After the C1G study is completed in 2009 the final
results witl provide real-world data to use as a
basis for making possible adjustments 1o the odor
mode] used in ATCP 51.

Initial findings demonstrate that the odor model
accurately predicts odors from manure storage
lagoons with impermeable and permeable covers,
and from uncovered lagoons of average size (2 - 4
acres) while the under predicting odors from small
lagoons (0.4 acre). The model may overstate odor
reductions from anacrobic digesters, and solids
separation and acration systems. Although this
work will be ongoing in 2009, some of the early
results have implications for the odor standard in
ATCP 51,

This year the department adopted a public process
to evaluate innovative odor control practices that

are not included in the odor standard. According
10 ATCP 51.14(5) when scientific evidence
substantiates that a practice reduces odors, the
department can assign an odor reduction factor for
the practice. This process was followed in
assisting a pouitry layer operation in Walworth
County with a unique litter drying system as they
applied for a siting permit.

Waste and other storage faciiities - Evaluation of
existing manure storage structures poses the most
challenges, especially if the county land
conservation department was not involved during
the design and construction of the older facility.
Consultants and local officials are not always
clear on fevel of detail required for their
investigations. Revisions to the technical
standards will need to be recognized. The process
has started to update NRCS Standards 313
Waste Storage Facility, and 634 - Manure
Transfer. Likewise NRCS Standard 629 ~ Waste
Treatment was recently revised to include design
criteria for feed storage leachate control and
milking cenfer waste {reatiment.

Action item - Develop a comprehensive list of
recommendations for rule changes that reflect the
most current standards and reseacch. in
anticipation of fourth year review.

Coordination of Regulatory
Requirements

As more siting permits are issued. improved
coordination of regulatory requirements has
emerged as a critical consideration. Even if the
siting permit is granted first, the need to obtain
other retevant approvals can delay population of a
facility. Operators may also need permits for
driveways, septic systems, manure storage, wells,
WPDES, stormwater, shore land, and others. As
our survey revealed, the consullant’s role is
expanding beyond normal design work to include
coordination of multiple regulatory submittals.
Guidance about the varicus tocal and state permit
requiremestts and processes would help producers



properly sequence applications and avoid
permitting fatigue.

Farmers and consultants are interested in reducing
redundancy between statle and local programs. The
siting requirements are familiar (o consultants and
local officials because they draw on well accepted
technical and performance standards.
Nevertheless, prior to building a manure storage
facility producers may need a town siting permit,
a county manure storage permit and a state
WPDES permit; all of which hinge approvat on
fuifilling the engineering design criteria of NRCS
Standard 313. To streamline the approval process
regulatory bodies should share information.

Producers who apply for a siting permit that
covers 1,000 or more animal unils must prepare
facitlity designs and nutrient management plans
that mect the more restrictive standards in NR
243 When dealing with CAFOs some local
ofTicials are hesitant to act on siting approvals
until the DNR has issued a WPDES permit,
Unflortunately, WPDES permits can take up two
or more years to be issued. Producers are also
recognizing the timing benefit of seeking DNR
approval prior to local siting approval. Careful
planning that anticipates all needs can aveid costly
redesigns.

Action item — Work with state and local official
to promote efficiency and fairness to applicants,

and better coordinate reviews of applications

related to siting, county manure storage
ordinances and WPDES permits,

Preparing for Year Four Review of the
Rule

We are coming upon the four year mark of the
law’s implementation. Under s. 93.90 (2) (c),
Stats., the agency in conjunction with the
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
Board must review the livestock facility siting
standards under ATCP 51 at least once every four
years. The issues identified in this and earlier
reports will be important in that review. As part of
the review, DATCP staff intends to highlight the
key tmplementation issues and possible responses,
including rule changes, referencing the most
recent NRCS technical standards, reviewing the
adequacy of the standards and managing multiple
jurisdictional permit approvals. We are looking
for guidance rom the board concerning this
important benchmark.

Action item — Prepare for critical fourth year
program evaluation by working with ATCP Board
to implement key steps to successfully assess
program needs and develop appropriate responses.

Local Livestock Facility Siting Ordinances

County Ordinances Marathon
Barron Racine
Burnett Shawano
Chippewa St. Croix
Crawford Trempealeau
Daodge Vernon
Douglas Walworth
Eau Claire

Florence Town Ordinances
Green Anhapece
Jackson Artington
Jefferson Armenia

La Crosse Bradford
Lincoin Buffalo
Manitowoe Byron

Calumet Packwaukee
Carlton Pierce
Casco Plymouth
Clinton Porter
Cottage Grove Portland
Edgewater Rock
Harmeny Rosendale
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Appendix A — Livestock Facility Siting Survey

Purpose of the survey

This intent of the survey was to gain local perspec-
tives about implementation of the livestock facility
siting law. Specifically, the department was inter-
ested in attitudes concerning:

¢ Barriers to focal implementation of the siting
law

o  Ordinance administration workload, chal-
lenges, and successes

e Opinion of the giting standards, process and

rule

How wetre participants selected?

Our focus was on municipalities that have experi-
ence reviewing applications and issuing permits.
Staff also surveyed consultants and producers in-
volved in local permitting, plus local governments
that elected not to adopt siting ordinances. During
February and March 2009 assessment questions
specific to each group were senl. Answers were
coliected by department staff during follow up
phone interviews. To elicit responses survey par-
ticipants and their responses are kept confidential.
The following is & summary of the four categories
of survey participants.

Governments that enacied a siting ordinance

Four counties and two towns were interviewed
(11% of local governments with siting ordinances).
They represent a mix of zoning and licensing ordi-
nance types, plus include a variety of animal unit
thresholds. Importantly these counties and towns
interviewed represent 33% of the municipalities
that have exercised their abilities to review applica-
tions and grant permits.

e (Counties C and D: zoning ordinances, less than
500 AU threshold, multiple permits issued

e County E: licensing ordinance, 500 AU thresh-
old, multiple perniits issued

e County F: licensing otrdinance, greater than
500 AU threshold, multiple permits issued

e  Towns A and B: zoning ordinances, 500 AU

threshotd, each issued 1 permit

Consultants

Consulting firms were contacted for their perspec-
tive on how different municipalities interpret the
siting law, The engineering firms selected have
worked on 35% of the siting permits granted in
Wisconsin:

o Consultant A: 7 applications in 5 jurisdictions
e Consultant B: 6 applications in 4 jurisdictions
Producers

To date there have been seven town permiis and 31
county permits granted. Producers were selected to
represent CAFQ’s permitted under county and
town regulation. The facilities are not located in the
municipalities with siting ordinances that we inter-
viewed:

o Farm B: County license, expanding = 1000 AU

e Farm C: Town license, expanding > 1000 AU,
substituted WPDES permit for applicable

warksheets

Governments that did not enact a siting ordinance
We inlerviewed two counties that decided not to
adopt siting. These counties were specifically con-
tacted because towns within their jurisdiction have
granted livestock siting permits under town ordi-
nances,

e  County A:; 7 ol 21 towns adopted siting, multi-
ple permits issued by towns
+  County B: 5 of 10 towns adopted siting, multi-

ple permits issued by towns

Survey Questions

Specific variations to the basic questions were de-
veloped for each group of participants to eticit ap-
propriate responses. In general the local govern-
tments, consultants and producers received substan-
tially the same list. For example, consultants and
farmers were asked about challenges encountered
when applying for a siting permit, while local offi-
clals were asked about challenges of reviewing an
application, Because of these similarities, only the
questions for local governments with and without
siting ordinances are included.

T



Local povernment with siting ordinances were

asked these questions

]

el

o

6.

Who is involved in ordinance administration
(e.g. zoning, LCD)7 Has outside assistance
been needed? 1f yes, who and what type of
help?

When administering the giting ordinance how
much time is spent reviewing individoal appli-
cations? Conducting public hearings? Pre-
application meetings? Compliance monitoring
and enforcement? Other duties?

Are costs to administer the ordinance more or
less than expected? Does the $1000 fee cover
cost of issuing a permit?

Compared to issuing a permit under the county
manure storage ordinance {(or town zoning or-
dinance) how much more effort is required for
issuing & siting permit?

How does public invelvement compare with
issuing other permits? How many people at-
lend siting hearings or submit comments?
How often have people wanted you to consider
issues outside the siting standards when mak-
ing a permit decision? How has this been man-
aged?

What issues have emerged in your implementa-
tion of the edor standard? Are you monitoring
for compliance?

Have there been odor complaints at facilities
that passed, or were exempt, from the odor
standard?

During the permitting process do you review
complete nutrient management plans or only
the checkiist and maps?

. What are the challenges with the manure stor-

age standard, for example evaluation of exist-
ing structures?

. Are there design or operational chalienges re-

iated to the feed storage standard?

. How do you work with producers to ensure

that applications are submitted with all the rele-
vant information? Have you returned applica-
tions as incomplete?

. Are variances being requested? For what?
. How have you addressed compliance monitor-

ing and enforcement?

. What are the benefits of having a siting ordi-

nance, success with implementation?

. What are the challenges of administering a sit-

ing ordinance? What do you dislike?

. Do you have suggestions to improve the appli-

cation forms? Process? Standards?

. Does siting complement or hinder immplementa-

tion of rules, e.g. manure storage ordinance,

Y
&

planning and zoning?

. I you have received DATCP assistance or

used DATCP materials, what have you found
most helpful? Least helpful?

. Have Livestock Facility Siting Review Board

decisions influenced your administration or
understanding of the siting law?

. Whalt type of assistance is desired to better im-

plement the siting law?

. Is there anything [ did not ask that you want to

tell us?

Local governments that did not enact a siting ordi-

nance were asked these questions

b

9.

Prior to 2006, did you require conditional use
permits of new or expanding livestock opera-
tions?

Did vou consider the potential benefits and
negatives of adopting siting?

Why did you choose not to adopt a livestock
siting ordinance?

Did town governments coordinate implementa-
tion of the giting law with the county? Does the
counly help towns administer siting in any ca-
pacity, e.g. develop ordinances?

Do you rely on other fools to regulate livestock
operations? {manure storage ordinance, zoning,
DNR CAFO permis)

Is conflict with other programs a reason siting
was not adopted?

How is your community dealing with questions
about where large livestock farms should be
located?

1f you have received DATCP assistance or
used DATCP materials, what have you found
most helpful? Least heipful?

Do you think siting may be adopted in the fu-
ture?

. Is there anything 1 did not ask that you wans to

tell us?
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Year four review of ATCP 51

« DATCP must review the siting standards

under ATCP 51 at least once every four
years under s. 93.90(2)(c) stats
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“The Newspaper That Cares About Rural Life”
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Livestock facility law
criticized at annual review

m May 11 near Barneveld in lowa County. I jumiped up when it was star-
kly tay down again and remained almost motonless, not even blinking an

Phato by Jeiry Daws

ey reducing milk supply

program und will
ars less for their
wy produce more
eseribed guota.
-op will deter-
“active base™ by
e years of pro-
verages, according
“senl 1o producers.
quotas will be set
:nt less than their
ie, and the co-op
315 per hundred-

r milk shipped

- production quota.
¢ Valley's Mid-
ract base compo-
+, according to the
veb site, is $24.75
redweight, plus a
ional premiun,
.in February the
plemented a 31
redweight deduc-
sponse 1o market
s and as a supphy-
went mpechanism,
aid.

ota program will
th july's mitk and
through January
~Jetter said.
‘an choose o pro-

{ ‘Alice’

a Bredesen

ditor

INGTON
"Brien of East-

duce over your quets und
feceive conventional pay
equivalent for the vverage,
bt again we encourage
you to reduce supply by
culling, feeding less prain
and more grazing or what-
ever is best for your faem,”
Organic Valley Chief
BExecttive Officer George
Stemon swd in the feler o
sproducers.

Stemon sail the co-op’s
sales have decreased, with
some categories 15 percent
fower than i 2008, Co-op
managers anticipate that
91 percent of their 2009
mitk supply witl be used
for organic preducts and
the remaining 9 percent
will go into convertionad
markets.

The only producers
exempled fron the supply-
reduction program will be
those in the Rocky Moun-
tain region, where the
co-op needs milk and is
“desperate to achieve haul-
ing efficiencies,” the letter
saidl,

Stemon sald producers

would B sent fetters on
Juine 1wl information
abeut their individual quo-
s and coudd appeal the
quota amount sel by the
co-op.

“Remember, though, an
merease in milk supply due
o appeal approvals may
require {urther reduction
from vur membership,” he
wrote,

Jane Heisner, an Organic
Valley Grmer near Min-
eral Point, said it has been
mice (o be insubited from
milk-prive fluctuations by a
yearlong contract with the
CO-0)2.

“We've been prelty locky
here, considering all the
rough st last winter
(with the economy),” Heis-
ner siid. We all hope it's
tenporary. Theyre just
rying to proiect farm-
ers wikl keep them going
strong and the co-op going
strong. They're doing what
they have to do.”

See MILK, Page 24 ¥

fulfilis childhood dream

By Jir::} Mﬂssey

Eeliter

MAIMSON — Wiscon-
sin Department of Agricul-
e, Trade and Consumer
Protection officials have
year 10 conduet a compre-
hensive review of the state’s
livestock facility siting law,
but those affected by the
law provided input on how
i’s working at the May 13
DATCP Board meeling.

Aboul 20 people offered
their epinions during a
public comment period,
and about two-thirds of
them expressed concerns
about the three-year-cld

© siting law. The law estab-

lished state standards that
local governments must
follow i they decide to
regulite the siting of new
and expanding livestock
operitions. 1t also ereated
@ Livestock Pacility Sit-
ing Review Board to hear

appeals of permit decisions,

The Taw stipulated that
the siting rule must be
reviewed euch May and
that & more comprehensive
review be condocted after
four years.

May 13 was set as the
annual review date, so
farmers, landowners and
others attended the meet-
ing to express their views,

Mike Murray, Livestock ‘

Siting Program manager,
said the program is work-
ing, although some people
have had concerns about
some of the livestock proj-
ects approved and being
considered.

“Where the laws have
been adopted and where
people have learned about
the program, i1's pretly
much working as it was
itended,” Murray said.

Forty siting permits have
been issued in Wisconsin
since 2006, he said, and

only one local decision was
reversed upoen appeal.

Several Vernon County
residents spoke in opposi-
tion 1o a 3,200-cow dairy
farm that Petry Trust, a
land developer from 1i-
nois, is proposing 10 buikd
in the county. Company
owner Jelf Petry has con-
sidered several Vernon
Counly sites for the farm,
including one about a qua-
ter-mije south of Westby,

“Petry’s 3,200 cows
would produce 192 tons of
raw, untreated waste per
day that would be held in
fagoons that will put air,
water and health at risk,”
Virogua resident Emily
Sytsma satd. “Please help
us put into the siting law
some considerations of
health issues.”

Westhy dairy farmer
Ryan Call said more than
2,000 signatures have
been coliected on petilions
oppusing the Petry dairy
project, A problem wilh
the law is that local juris-
dictions can't stop a live-
stock facility from being
built il it meets stale stan-
dards, he said.

1 understand the mient
of the livestock siting law,
1o streamline and stan-
dardize livestock siting
across the state,” Call said.
“In theory, that sounds
reasonable. In practice, it
is deeply flawed and sim-
ply does not work, The
fact that a 3,200-head
dairy operation has the
legal right to locate one-
quarter mile from the city
limits of the second larg-
est ¢ity in Vernon County,
despite the opposition of -
2,000 people, exposes the .
fiaw in the livestock-siting
law.”

See SITING, Page 247"

Interest in gardening fresh,
Wisconsin suppliers say

By Sara Bredesen

% Regional Editar

i Latsch, owner of
Blodgett Garden Center
in FFort Atkinson. said her



Jrom Page 1A

Eleven percent of hansehokls
already active in tood gardening
plan 1 increase the amount and
variety (hey will grow this year,
according to the survey.

Ellis Ingram, customer relations
manager for Alabama-based Pon-
nie Plants, said he has seen 2 20
10 25 percent incrense in sales of
herbs And vegetables naticowide
this year,

“1 think we atribute a lot of
that to people being oul of woek
and having more time o garden,
plus more people are conscious of
spending and want 1o grow some of
their own food. Plus in the Jast two
or three years we've had a lot of
scares like the salmonella scare last
year,” Ingram said.

The NGA survey found that con-
sumers were looking for better-
Lasting food (58 percent), Lo save
money (54 pescent), for better qual-
ity food (51 percent) and to grow
food they knew was safe (48 per-
cent). Thirty-four percent of those
surveyed said the recession was
motivating thent.

Rob Holder, Bonnie Plants sta-
tion manager in Milton, said he is
secing about a 30 percent increase
in desand in Wisconsin and
expecls it (0 remain-at that level
through the spring planting season.

“There’s alol of first-time shop-
pers oul there,” Holder said. “We

Alice/ Woman wants to educate consumers .

can telt because they ask a lot of
questions.”

Amber Mothem of Oshkosh said
her reason for starting vegetpble
gardening this spring is easy.

“Maoney.” she said. ] like gar-
dening anyway, and I'm a stay-at-
home moem. T figure we might as
well grow vegetables instead of
buying them.”

The NGA survey found that
women make up 34 percent of gar-
deners. The survey found that 68
percent of food gardencrs are more
than 45 years old, and 67 percent
are houscholds with no children at
home,

Dick Zontag, president of Jung
Gaeden Cenlers in Randolph, said
sales of nonedibles such as roses,
bulbs and pereniials have dropped
this spring bul overal] sales have
increased by aboul 50 percent.

“Fhe saie of edible things is
poing panghusters,” he said,

Jung’s has nationwide catalog
sales and {ive garden centers in
Wisconsin,

Like Ingram, Zontag thinks the
weak economy is maaking consum-
rs look 1o their green spaces as a-
way to save money and get fresher
produce.

“When you lock al what you get
ot of a tomala planl, you're buying
maybe four of them for $1.50 or $2.
Now, If you buy thal same amount
of fruil, even when the farm mar-
kets are open, you're paying a lot of
money for that,” Zontag said.

L] 1]

In the survey, tomatoes were the
maost popular vegetable grown at
86 percent. Others were cucumbers
(7 percens), sweet peppers (16 per-
cent), beans (39 percent) and car-
rots, summer squash, onions, hot
peppers, jettuce and peas from 34
10 24 percent in popularity.

Vegetable gardering is not with-
out inflial cost. Americans spent

$2.5 billion on vegetahle gill'(h:l\il:( i

in 2008 and an averape of $70 pe
hausehold, but it's a bargain consid
ering the returns.

A well-maintained vegelable gar-
den can yield an estimated haif-
pound of procluce per square fool
ata value of $2 per pound. The
median food garden size is 96
square feet and the average is 600
square feel, according 1o the NGA.

With 7 million new vegetable
gardeners across the country join-
ing the line at the garden center
checkowt, things loak good for the
industry.

Zowtag said he thinks half to
two-thirds of new gardeners wijl
stay wilh it, even if the economy
turns acound this vear,

“Although i takes some work 0
keep a garden clean and gel some
produce aut, the stuff that you get
is much better tasting, and 1 think
people kind of get a 1ift out of see-
ing things that they’re pianting and
growing come to fruilion,” he said.

Sara Bredesen can be reached at
745-360-7253 or stivede@gmail.
com.

Jrom Page 1A

O'Brien was a 2008
finalist but finished
behind Ashley Huibreg-
1se, Wisconsin's 61st Alice
in Dairyland. Huibregtse
traveled more than 41,000
miles, conducted more
that 400 media interviews
and visited with thousands
of Wisconsin elementary-
school chifdren in the last
year o promote the state’s
$51.5 villion agricolture
industry,

O'Brien said she isp't
daunted by the demands
of the year ahead, but she
heard stories of flooded
roads apd detowrs that
made Huibreptse's travels »
chailenge,

“T't always a person
who is punctual and on
time, o things like that
concern me. But 1 know
with planning and prepa-

ration I'll be able to get
there,” she said.

OBrien grew up on a
dairy farmy in Crawford
County. She was a mem-
ber of the Junior Holstein
Association, Eastman
Cloverleaf 4-13 Club,
Wisconsin 4-H Youth
Leader Council and repre-
sented her connty as dairy
princess, |

She graduated from
UW-Miblwaukee in 2008
with degrees in journal-
ism and mass cammunica-
Hon with an emphasis in
broadeast journalism. She
works for WISN-T'Y in
Milwatkee as an assign-
ment editor,

O Brien said her goat
over the next year is to
get consumers “close and
connecled” to Wisconsin
agriculture.

“We're all consumers,
and il matters where you
buy your food,” she said.

“Its just getting the mes-  year as Alice,
sage out that agriculture is I conjunction with
here to stay. I0's what many  the position, Alice drives
of aur communities live an ethanol-fueled Chevy
off of Tahoe sponsored by the
Just as O"Brien was Wisconsin Corn Promotion
inspired by an carlier Afice Board and wears 4 tisa
in Dairyland, she wants 1o provided by the Wisconsin
inspire other girls, Jewelers Association fea-
“1 want gitls from alj turing amethyst and citrine
around the state to see stones native to Wisconsin,
Alice as a prominent fig- She will receive a mink
ure fn Wisconsin agricul-  coal from the Kettle
ture and even encourage Moraine Mink Breeders
them to someday try for Association as a promo-
Alice, or at least realize tional tool for the industry.
thal they're connected Lo Other 2009 [(inadists
Wisconsin agriculture, that  were Peggy Dierickx, De
there are jobs ont there for  Pere; Krista Kasten, Rich-
them that are connected {ield; Jodi Kouth, Loyal;
to Wisconsin agriculure”  Rebecca Paris, Belleviile:
she said, and Melanie Welles,
Alice in Dairyland is & Ixonia,
one-year paid marketing Rock County will host
position with the Wiscon-  the next Alice in Dairyland
stn Department of Agricul-  finals May 20-22, 2010,
ture, Trade and Consumer Sara Bredesen can be
Protection. O'Brien will reached af 715-360-7253
earn $40,000 during her or stlvede@gmail.com.

Milk/ Co-op already has reduced workforce, new projects

Jfrom Page 1A

" Another Organic Valley dairy
farmer, who asked to remain anony-
mous, wasn't pleased with the co-op’s
agtion.

“They're doing what they have to
do to protect their profils,” the pro-
ducer said.

Siemon said in the leter that
Organic Valey has cut cosls by
shrinking employee numbers and
reducing new projects,

“Now we have 1o see what else we
can o jnternally o match the sac-
rifices the farmers are making,” he
said. “This is a historical lime for the
cooperative as we develap this key
campenent to our iong-term pay plan

strategy, As we look forward, we see
the importance of supply manage-
ment and we will all learn through
this first attempt and ask that you
work with us 10 make it successiul”

Organic Valley officials dicly’t
return phone calls secking comment
on Lhe supply-reduction program.

Jim Massey can be reached at 608-
574-8011 or fimmassey@mihic net.
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complain about
planned CAFOs

from Page (A

DATCP Boad member
Barique Figueroa asked
Call what the hivestock-sit-
ing rule threshold should be
in terms of antmal numbers,

“T donr’t have an answer,
but Fdo know that 3,000 is

* 1oy many,” Call said.

Kathy Fairchild of
Weslby said Wisconsin's
geology is varied and
doesn’l uniformly provide
good sites for large fivestock
facilities.

*Fhe realilies of our var-
ied soils, aguifers, geology,
topography and comnu-
nily infrastructure must be
adequately considered in
any siting decision,” Faireh-
ild said, “DATCP and all
other departments of state
government musl see it ag
their task w represent the
common good, not just
the singular perspective of
*Growing Wiseonsin,

Several Vernon County
residents, including Mat”
thew Urch of Viraqua, said
the siting of a large farm
couid danage the prop-
erly values ol adjacent
landowners.

“I'm sure the lobby-
ists Tor the Dairy Business
Association or Wisconsin
Pork Assaciation wauld be
willing 1o make the claim
that Jiving a mere football
field downwind of gallons
of liguid manure rotting
amaerobicilly in a hole in
Lhe ground is just a part of
life in the country, but only
a foal would believe that,”
Urch said

Seolt Schultz, Wiscon-
sin Farmers Union execu-
tive divector, supgested that
state officials implement a
moratorium en e siting of
large Livestock operations
until the four-year review is
complete,

“The Wisconsin Barm-
ers Union hag s share of
family farmers who operate
(concentrated animat feed-
ing operations), bul those
farins are nowhere near the
scope of some of the pro-
posed Favms,” Sehultz sai
“Some of the future’s mas-
sive fnvestor-owned farms
might have devastaling
long-terny efllects on Wis-
consin’s rural Jandscape.”

Others lestilicd against a
4.000-cow dairy proposed
in Little Black Township
in Taylor County. Betty
Miskudin of Stetsonville
said the arey isn't snited for
A farming operation that
wonld draw 140 gallons
of water per minute. Steve
Suchomel said there are 157
residences within two miles
of the proposed dairy that
would experience property
valte declines and increased
townshin costs,

Deant I2oornink, a dairy
farmer near Baldwin, said
the taw has made the live-
stock-siting process more
prediclable for farmers.

*“Fhe fegistation has pro-
vided set procedures and
atemplate © get the job
done,” Doornink said. “IUs
been very effective, | fully
support what's happened
here. Bverybody's (reated
equal”

Dawid Ward, Cooperative
Network director of gov-
crnment rebations and dajry

‘manage manure in a1 envi-

wd & former state Tepresen-
tative, said the Jivestock-sit-
ing law is working the way

it was intended.

“Forty permits have been
issued and the vast major-
ily have been issued to fam-
ily farms that wre expanding
to weicome the next gen-
eration 1o the farm,” Ward
said. “These are the family
farms that are the backbone
and fabric of rural Wiscon-
sin. In the vast majority of
cases the process has run
smooth.”

Howard AV. Roth, &
Crawford Counly swine
producer, said he went
through the livestock siting
process in 2008 and appre-
ciated the “good frame-
wark™ in the rule,

1 wotld like to see you
stay with the rules,” Roth
said.

Towa County dairy farmer
Laura Daniels said she
doesn't believe officials
should make rules that gov-
erny how many animals a
Tarm can have.

“Well-managed farms
are better for the environ-
ment than poarly managed
Tarms,” Daniels said. “The
thing is that we have to
encourage good managers
al every size, We don't care
if they're big or small. We
don't care if they're organic
or conventional, We want
good farmers here. T truiy
believe that the siting legis-
lation helps us achieve that,
It encourages the good man-
agers o stay in business””

‘Paniels said she has
increased the size of her
herd from' 200 to 350 cows
and improved her environ-
mental efficiency. '

Dairy Business Asso-
cialion Executive Direc-
lor Laurie Fischer said the
hearing testimony led her 1o
conclude that the DBA and
other agricultural organiza-
tions need 1o do a better job
communicating with people
who fee! threatened by large
farms.

"I believe we can sit down
{ngether and resolve conflict
and issues and at the end 6f
the day still be friends afd
£0 1 church in our com.
munities and all get alonj,”
Figcher said, o

People have fears about”
the mamure generated b
large farms, but thos
operations &l teguired

ronmentally frigndly hiah s
ner, she smd, 1

“They're drinking the
waler, their childién ar
drinking the watet, the
comnumity drinks the +
watter - the'last thing they
need 1o do is anything that
would be detrimental to the
waler source in that area,”
Fischer said. “(The people
who testified) are very pas-
sienate about how they feal,
It doesn't help my indis-
try unless T higten to thejr
cancerns and we ry and
find ways to work together
and aceept each others’
concerms.”

No action was taken on
Lhe Tivestock siting report,
but board members said
they would take the public
comments into consides

- ation when conducting their

comprehensive review of
the: rule duzing the upcom-
ing year.
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